For teachers of working-class students, this dilemma reminds them that critical teaching will be meaningful to students only if it also serves their individual motivations to succeed. Describing the resistance of black teens to a particular teacher's critical agenda, Victor Villanueva put it this way: these kids "were not in school to have their dreams destroyed" (61). From this angle, the question of the teacher's moral obligation raised by Severino is a moot point. Severino's dichotomy of service or critique assumes that we always have the persuasive authority to convince different students the course is about either getting into the system or dismantling it. In reality, teachers never can or will have control over what is internally persuasive to each individual student, regardless of their pedagogical strategies.
Because the first generation of writings on critical pedagogy often strategically sidestepped this reality, many well-meaning teachers such as Stanforth have learned this hard lesson on their own. In Collision Course, Russel Durst follows Stanforth's concerns and frustrations teaching from these earlier assumptions of critical pedagogy as a TA at the University of Cincinnati in the early 1990s. Durst's classroom ethnography examines the implications of this lesson for teaching critical writing with pragmatically oriented, politically conservative, mostly middle-class students.
In Mutuality in the Rhetoric and Composition Classroom, David Wallace and Helen
Rothschild Ewald see persuasive authority as the crucial issue of interpretive agency, a necessary component for developing their alternative pedagogy of mutuality. On the basis of their observations and case interviews from a first-year composition class and a graduate course in communications theory, they distinguish between agency, a commonplace in arguments for critical teaching, and the far more elusive concept of interpretive agency. Whereas teachers can support students' agency in the ways they negotiate curriculum, classroom discourse, and so forth, teachers can only make room for students' interpretive agency-and they can never predict how students will interpret the teacher's ethos and logos. In Teaching Composition as a Social Process, Bruce McComiskey does not explicitly discuss this issue of persuasive authority, but he does imply that cultural studies approaches to composition may be more persuasive to students if these approaches emerge from writing process theories and practices. Of the three books, McComiskey's responds most directly to recent pedagogical applications of critical and postmodern theories, specifically challenging the logic of three familiar approaches to critical teaching. First, he rejects a cultural studies pedagogy that requires students to apply a theorist's interpretive model to their own experiences or to a particular reading. He aptly describes this strategy as the "readthis-essay-and-do-what-the-author-did approach" that I associate with curricular work in the vein of David Bartholomae and Anthony Petrosky's Ways of Reading. This approach, McComiskey argues, can lead teachers to implicitly rely on the cultural theory as the content in the writing class, a view that can revert to an emphasis on a particular product, rather than on writing as a social process. I would add that my own research and teaching have shown me that the course text is often the least persuasive voice in the classroom. Students tend to grant the greatest persuasive authority to their peers, followed by their teacher, depending on how each student responds to his or her ethos, and possibly only then to the class text.
Second, McComiskey rejects "social content" composition courses, as typified by many teachers' use of the popular composition reader RereadingAmerica. Courses relying on texts such as this tend to "foreground cultural politics as a material to be mastered, and students write to demonstrate what they have learned" (2). On this point, McComiskey is supported by Durst's conclusions. The English 102 curriculum at the University of Cincinnati, which Durst examined through his qualitative research in Stanforth's classes, used RereadingAmerica, and although Stanforth tried to remain open to her students' discursive positions-in other words, to keep the subject of writing as a critical process at the core of the course-the majority of the students steadfastly perceived the political issues in the text as the course content. As Stanforth later writes, she was unable to convince them the course was not about "dissecting personal values for the sake of a grade" (160). through dialogic interaction in rhetoric and writing classrooms. But because these previous teaching approaches assume that students' resistance to cultural reproduction must be an a priori goal of the course, Wallace and Ewald contend that these approaches cannot sustain the goal of mutuality. For this reason, they prefer the term "alternative pedagogy," a teaching philosophy that takes from earlier critical models but rejects assimilation or resistance to the status quo as a predetermined objective. With this theoretical shift, Wallace and Ewald divorce themselves from the main assumption of practically all previous critical teaching approaches since, they argue, the students' consent to resist dominant culture must also be up for negotiation. In a sense, they encourage teachers to give up "critical theory hope"-the faith in conversion-so that they can be more fully attentive to the moment of interaction with students. Without the students' consent to meaningfully integrate "their knowledge and experiences with the teachers' disciplinary representations of knowledge," there can be no internally persuasive authority, which Wallace and Ewald call interpretive agency (17). Despite this focus on the individual's consent to persuasion, they do not attribute interpretive agency to the individual student. Borrowing from social philosopher Donald Davidson, they define an individual's interpretive agency as the creation of passing theories. Individuals bring prior theories about a subject to every interaction with others. Passing theories, "the knowledge created among classroom participants," emerge from the discursive dynamics of group interactions in response to individuals' prior theories (101). Interpretive agency, then, is "the bringing of one's prior theory to bear in the creation of passing theory with others" (102).
The three core chapters of Wallace and Ewald's book present a structure of teaching practices articulated by understandable theories to foster these goals of mutuality and opportunities for class members' interpretive agency, while still acknowledging the inescapable realities of institutional authority. They organize these practices in three areas: alternative speech genres, course architecture, and interpretive agency. Their affirmation of alternative speech genres in classroom discourse rejects the teachers' authority inherent in the IRE discursive model, in which the teacher initiates a question, students respond, and teachers evaluate. Instead they describe practices for students and teachers sharing turn taking, initiation and exploration of topics, and reciprocal evaluation of knowledge making in the class. Mutuality in course architecture refers to making space for students' own decisions and ongoing negotiation in the design of assignments and classroom business. To maintain this dynamic, Wallace and Ewald recommend students help decide how to define genres for assignments, how disciplinary knowledge relates to students' knowl- This resistance to teaching practices of mutuality, however, is not the same thing as students' resistance to the a priori goals of critical teaching that Durst chronicles in Collision Course. More than Wallace and Ewald, Durst analyzes the general underlife of students' resistance to critical teaching in more humane terms than just about any other book in our field. Far too many early scholars on critical pedagogy obsessed over student resistance to their teaching, embracing it as their cause celebre. Licking their wounds, they would describe students' resistance as a deficit, arrogantly claiming that these students lacked critical consciousness. As Marguerite Helmers pointed out several years ago, much of our profession's writings have always represented students as lacking something already possessed by their teachers. Before, it was a linguistic deficit; now it's a political one-once again with implications of a moral lack. This rhetorical strategy always prepares the way for the teacher as hero or well-meaning martyr to the course. Instead of denigrating the careerist values of students at the University of Cincinnati as a deficit of critical perspective, Durst links their concerns to a long tradition of American pragmatism as seen in the work of de Toqueville and Dewey. Recently Tom Newkirk also drew from this philosophical tradition to complicate critical teachers' reductions of students' writing and to celebrate their rich textual performances of self.
Durst is also careful to situate the students in his research, pointing out that although two of his case-study participants are from working-class backgrounds, most of the university's students come from white middle-class suburbs. Attracted to the University of Cincinnati because of its preprofessional programs and the city's probusiness climate, most of these students identify with conventional socially conservative positions in their writing and comments in class. Durst portrays several scenes from Stanforth's English course using Rereading America to illustrate the students' intertwined "twin resistance" to the class agenda (128). As they resisted politically from their middle-class conservative values, they simultaneously resisted intellectually, relying on their pragmatic values to avoid what they viewed as unnecessarily complex social arguments. Lest critical teachers believe themselves above the students' motives manifested in this "twin resistance," Durst also reminds us that even academics identify with practical career goals. And when we writing teachers intellectually complicate our theories and practices, this act of intellectualizing also serves our career goals as cultural capital in the academic marketplace. Durst's chapters on the latter half of Stanforth's English 101 and the standoffs in English 102 best illustrate the students' twin resistance to the writing program's expected curriculum. As many teachers have also found, the students' political resistance centered on concerns of authority and tradition. In response to their text's and teacher's invitation to critically scrutinize American cultural values of the model family, individual success, and the melting pot, the majority of students held fast to the belief that authority should be respected and accepted. Durst chronicles the main exception to this rule, when Stanforth invites the university director of affirmative action to speak to the class in an effort to persuasively expose resentful white students to other perspectives on the issue. If, however, we consider the perspectives of young people whose families have only attained a middle-class income in the previous generation and who now face the unknowns of an ever-shifting job market, it is not surprising that they maintained the necessity of traditions that supported their families in earlier generations. As Mutuality also includes a classroom controversy over affirmative action, we need to acknowledge that many current students' anxieties over future employment will likely complicate the persuasive authority of critical teaching.
Despite the strong student beliefs described in Durst's book, several groups of students seem to tacitly make pacts not to debate their differences, implicitly choosing to sidestep conflicts during several of Stanforth's attempts at group discussion. In these instances, we see the pragmatically oriented thread of the twin resistance. For example, Durst describes a role-playing exercise meant to highlight rhetorical strategies for problem-solution papers. A small group volunteers or is chosen to debate issues of teen pregnancy from different roles while the class takes notes, but the activity fizzles into unspoken bad feelings for all involved. Similarly, many of the students avoided more controversial topics and arguments in their papers whenever possible. When the class looked at issues of race and prejudice through Gordon Allport's theories of group identification, most discussed their religious groups rather than confront issues of race. These students describe writing about race and ethnicity as "boring and dangerous," showing us their awareness of the perils of left-leaning teachers institutionalizing particular topics for critical writing (157).
Like McComiskey and Wallace and Ewald, Durst finally proposes an alternative approach to the problems he sees in critical pedagogy. In an all-too-brief final chapter, Durst makes a case for a pedagogy of "reflective instrumentalism." This approach values and begins with most students' pragmatic motives for attending college, but seeks to cultivate critical analysis within a framework of students' examining school and career issues through textual and field research. Durst convincingly argues that John Dewey saw instrumentalism as a necessary step in students' social education, rather than as the enemy of critical understanding, as Kurt Spellmeyer and other composition scholars have often categorized it in demonizing students' pragmatic concerns. Nevertheless, I was disappointed that Durst devotes fewer than three pages to the actual practices of his approach, particularly since NCTE has promoted this aspect of the book in their advertising material. Moreover, while I agree with Durst's reasons for the approach, I think he could have drawn upon the work ofJames Zebroski, David Jolliffe, and others who have already created similar strategies. Zebroski, who has always believed critical teachers must start with students' motivations, has developed a series of critically theorized assignments in which students use field research to investigate the cultures of writing in their majors. In this work, they interrogate the nature of academic disciplines in relation to labor issues and their career interests.
Despite the absence of a fully fleshed-out pedagogical response to his research conclusions, Durst's book is valuable for the way it makes us question the persuasive authority of other teachers' critical pedagogies. Indeed, no single book here offers a full picture for developing courses, dealing with the rhetorical situations that arise, and learning how to critically reflect on continual revision of this teaching. But each one gives us a different necessary piece of the puzzle toward creating answerable, humane teaching of critical writing. To reap the most for our future teaching, we can look for the intersections of these books' claims and their teachers' approaches toward their students. McComiskey offers a theorized teaching practice that merges writing process methods more accessible to students with the critical study of discourse. Paying attention to the nuances of middle-class students' underlife in Durst's book helps us foresee the possible pitfalls in McComiskey's projects. And Wallace and Ewald's pedagogy of mutuality, which collects the best thinking on dialogic classroom dynamics, gives practical strategies with which to better negotiate the problems of classroom interactions that we encounter in Durst's research. Under-511 standing the strengths and shortcomings of these books can make the next generation of writing teachers more alert to the inevitable gaps and traps in these approaches to critical teaching-proving we can learn from others' hard lessons after all.
